In the field of numerical cognition, ordinality, or the sequence of numerals, has received much less attention than cardinality, or the number of items in a set. Therefore it is unclear whether the numerical effects generated from ordinality and cardinality tasks are associated, and whether they relate to math achievement and more domain-general variables in similar ways. To address these questions, sixty adults completed ordinality, cardinality, visual-spatial working memory, inhibitory control and math achievement tasks. The numerical distance effect from the cardinality task and the reverse distance effect from the ordinality task were both relatively reliable but not statistically significantly associated with one another. Additionally, both distance effects predicted independent unique variance in math scores, even when visual-spatial working memory and inhibitory control were included in the regression model. These findings provide support for dissociation in the mechanisms underlying cardinal and ordinal processing of number symbols and thereby highlight the critical role played by ordinality in symbolic numerical cognition.
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Introduction
Number symbols have been studied extensively as representations of specific quantities (e.g., Nieder & Dehaene, 2009 ). For example, much research has investigated how children learn that the Arabic symbol ''5" refers to five items (for a review see Ansari, 2008) . This referent of symbolic numbers is called the symbol's cardinality, or the number of items in a set that a symbol represents (e.g., Lyons & Beilock, 2013 ).
An important and often overlooked attribute of symbolic numbers is that they not only have symbol-magnitude associations, as in cardinality, but also symbol-symbol relationships, or ordinality (e.g., Nieder, 2005; Vogel, Remark, & Ansari, 2015) . Ordinality refers to the sequencing of number symbols, for example five is the fifth number -it comes after four and before six (Lyons & Beilock, 2013) . In order to fully characterize the cognitive nature of symbolic number processing, it is critical to learn more about the differences and similarities between ordinal and cardinal processing of symbolic number. This has important implications for models of symbolic number processing and how children learn to process numerical symbols.
Measuring cardinality and ordinality
Cardinality -or numerical magnitude -is commonly measured using a number comparison task. In this task, participants are presented with two numbers and asked to choose the larger or smaller of the two. This task generates a behavioural signature called the numerical distance effect (NDE), in which participants are faster and more accurate at choosing the correct number as the numerical distance between the target numbers increases (Moyer & Landauer, 1967) . The NDE has been replicated in numerous studies since its first account (e.g., Holloway & Ansari, 2008; Lonnemann, Linkersdörfer, Hasselhorn, & Lindberg, 2011; Maloney, Risko, Preston, Ansari, & Fugelsang, 2010; Sasanguie, De Smedt, Defever, & Reynvoet, 2012; Sasanguie, Defever, Van den Bussche, & Reynvoet, 2011; Swanson, 2011) .
To measure ordinality, participants are typically presented with three number symbols and asked to indicate whether the numbers are in the correct ascending order (e.g., 1 3 5), or not in order (e.g., 1 5 3; Lyons & Beilock, 2011) . Alternatively, two symbols may be presented and participants asked whether the digits are in ascending http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2016.01.018 0010-0277/Ó 2016 Elsevier B.V. All rights reserved.
